
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF WEST VIRGINIA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

v. CRIMINAL ACTION NO. 1:06CR65

WILLIAM B. SPATAFORE,

Defendant.

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION/OPINION

This matter has been referred to the undersigned Magistrate Judge by the District Court for

the purpose of conducting proceedings pursuant to Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 11.

Defendant, William B. Spatafore, in person and by counsel, Jeffrey L. Freeman, appeared before me

on September 29, 2006.  The Government appeared by David E. Godwin, Assistant United States

Attorney.

The Court proceeded with the Rule 11 proceeding by first placing Defendant under oath. 

The Court inquired as to Defendant’s understanding of his  right to have an Article III Judge

hear his plea and his willingness to waive that right, and instead have a Magistrate Judge hear his

plea.   Defendant voluntarily waived his right to have an Article III Judge hear his plea; voluntarily

consented to the undersigned Magistrate Judge hearing his plea; and tendered to the Court a written

Waiver of Article III Judge and Consent To Enter Guilty Plea Before Magistrate Judge, which

waiver and consent was signed by Defendant and by Defendant’s counsel and was concurred in by

the signature of the Assistant United States Attorney appearing.

The Court finds that the waiver of an Article III Judge to conduct the Rule 11 hearing and

consent to enter a guilty plea before a Magistrate Judge was freely and voluntarily given and the

written waiver and consent was freely and voluntarily executed by Defendant, William B. Spatafore.
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The Court ORDERED the written Waiver and Consent to Enter Guilty Plea before a

Magistrate Judge filed and made part of the record.

The Court asked the Defendant about his background and also asked Defendant about his

competency to proceed with the plea hearing.  The Court inquired whether Defendant and his

counsel had received, read and understood the indictment.

The Court then asked counsel for the Government to summarize the written Plea Agreement

which he did.  Counsel for Defendant stated that the Government’s summary of the Plea Agreement

was correct.  The Court ORDERED the written Plea Agreement filed.

The undersigned Magistrate Judge further inquired of Defendant and  his counsel as to the

non-binding recommendations contained in the written plea bargain agreement.

The undersigned then inquired of Defendant regarding his understanding of the written plea

agreement.  Defendant stated he understood the terms of the written plea agreement and also stated

that it contained the whole of his agreement with the Government and no promises or representations

were made to him by the Government other than those terms contained in the written plea

agreement.

The undersigned then reviewed with Defendant the statutory penalties applicable to an

individual adjudicated guilty of the felony charge contained in Count One  of the Indictment.  From

said review the undersigned Magistrate Judge determined Defendant understood the nature of the

charge  pending against him and understood the possible statutory maximum sentence which could

be imposed upon his conviction or adjudication of guilty on that charge was imprisonment for a term

of not more than five (5) years; understood the maximum fine that could be imposed was

$250,000.00; understood that both fine and imprisonment could be imposed; understood he would
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be subject to a period of three (3) years of supervised release; and understood the Court would

impose a special mandatory assessment of $100.00 for the felony conviction payable on or before

the date of sentencing.  Defendant also understood he might be required by the Court to pay the costs

of his incarceration and supervised release.  Defendant also agreed to restitution of $14,550 as

detailed in paragraph 6 of the written plea agreement.

Defendant also understood that his actual sentence could not be calculated until after a pre-

sentence report was prepared and a sentencing hearing conducted.  The Court reviewed with

Defendant the impact and importance of the sentencing guidelines generally.

Defendant was  advised if the District Court Judge accepted his plea of guilty to the felony

charge contained in Count One of the Indictment, Defendant would not be permitted to withdraw

his guilty plea even  if the Judge refused to follow the non-binding recommendations contained in

the written plea agreement and sentenced him to a sentence which was different from that which he

expected.  Defendant was also advised the Court was not bound by the recommendations in the plea

agreement.  Defendant and his counsel each acknowledged their understanding and Defendant

maintained his desire to have his plea of guilty accepted.

The undersigned Magistrate Judge further examined Defendant with regard to his

understanding of the impact of his conditional waiver of his appellate rights as contained in the

written plea agreement, and determined he understood those rights and voluntarily gave them up

pursuant to the expressed condition as part of the written plea agreement.

The Court advised and questioned Defendant about all his rights under Rule 11.  The

undersigned Magistrate Judge further examined Defendant relative to his knowledgeable and

voluntary execution of the written plea bargain agreement signed by him on September 19, 2006,
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and determined the entry into said written plea bargain agreement was both knowledgeable and

voluntary on the part of Defendant.

The Court then received the sworn testimony of Government’s witness Ross Campbell

(“Campbell”).  Campbell testified that he works for the Office of the Inspector General of the United

States Department of  Education, and that his office had received an anonymous tip on its telephone

hotline from a caller stating that Defendant had falsely stated that he is married on a Free

Application for Federal Student Aid (“FAFSA”).  On October 11, 2005 said FAFSA was processed

by the Department of Education.  Campbell then spoke with Defendant on the campus of Fairmont

State University, where Defendant attended school.  During said conversation, Defendant admitted

that he filed a FAFSA on which he did falsely claim to be married.  Any student under 23 years of

age who applies for federal student aid is ordinarily considered a dependant of his or her parents.

The Defendant was then under 23 years of age, thus the falsification resulted in his parents income

being excluded from the calculations used to determine his financial need covering the fall semester

of 2005 and the spring semester of 2006.  As a result of the falsification, Defendant received a Pell

Grant in the amount of $4,050, as well as subsidized and unsubsidized student loans totaling

$10,500.  This particular FAFSA was the fourth such application made by Defendant, the first three

of which correctly represented him to be an unmarried student.

Thereupon, Defendant, William B. Spatafore, with the consent of his counsel, Jeffrey L.

Freeman, proceeded to enter a verbal plea of GUILTY to the felony charge contained in Count One

of the Indictment.  The Defendant then testified he was in fact guilty of the crime charged in Count

One of the indictment.
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From the statement of Defendant and the testimony of Ross Campbell, the undersigned

Magistrate Judge concludes the offense charged in Count One of the Indictment is supported by an

independent basis in fact concerning each of the essential elements of such offense.  Upon

consideration of all of the above, the undersigned Magistrate Judge finds that Defendant is fully

competent and capable of entering an informed plea; Defendant is aware of and understood his right

to have an Article III Judge hear his plea and elected to voluntarily consent to the undersigned

United States Magistrate Judge hearing his plea; Defendant understood the charges against him;

specifically the charge in Count One of the Indictment; Defendant understood the consequences of

his plea of guilty, particularly the statutory penalties that may be imposed; Defendant made a

knowing and voluntary plea; and Defendant’s plea is supported by the testimony of Ross Campbell,

as ratified by Defendant’s own admissions in open court.

The undersigned Magistrate Judge therefore recommends Defendant’s plea of guilty to the

felony charge contained Count One of the Indictment herein be accepted conditioned upon the

Court’s receipt and review of this Report and Recommendation and a Pre-Sentence Investigation

Report, and that the Defendant be adjudged guilty on said charge as contained in Count One of the

Indictment and have sentence imposed accordingly.

The undersigned further directs that a pre-sentence investigation report be prepared by the

adult probation officer assigned to this case.

Any party may, within ten (10) days after being served with a copy of this Report and

Recommendation, file with the Clerk of the Court written objections identifying the portions of the

Report and Recommendation to which objection is made, and the basis for such objection.  A copy

of such objections should also be submitted to the Honorable Irene M. Keeley, Chief United States
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District Judge.  Failure to timely file objections to the Report and Recommendation set forth above

will result in waiver of the right to appeal from a judgment of this Court based upon such Report and

Recommendation.  28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1); United States v. Schronce, 727 F.2d 91 (4th Cir. 1984),

cert. denied, 467 U.S. 1208 (1984); Wright v. Collins, 766 F.2d 841 (4th Cir. 1985); Thomas v. Arn,

474 U.S. 140 (1985).

The Clerk of the Court is directed to send an authenticated copy of this Report and

Recommendation to counsel of record.

Respectfully submitted this 13th day of October, 2006.

/s/ James E. Seibert                                        
JAMES E. SEIBERT
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE


